A Proposal For Restructuring Special Operations Vertical Lift Forces
MCWAR 1993

Subject Area National Military Strategy

A PROPCSAL FOR RESTRUCTURI NG
SPECI AL OPERATI ONS VERTI CAL LI FT FORCES

by

Li eut enant Col onel Richard L. Coner
United States Air Force
2 June 1993

Prepared in Partial Fulfillnment of
Mari ne Corps War Col | ege
Mari ne Corps Conbat Devel opnent Center
Quantico Marine Base, Virginia



Form Approved

Report Documentation Page OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE 3. DATES COVERED
1993 2. REPORT TYPE 00-00-1993 to 00-00-1993
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

A Proposal For Restructuring Special Operations Vertical Lift Forces £b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
United States M arine Corps,Command and Staff College, Marine Corps | REPORT NUMBER
University,2076 South Street, Marine Cor ps Combat Development
Command,Quantico,VA,22134-5068

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S ACRONYM(S)
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’ S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF

ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE Sa_me as 42
unclassified unclassified unclassified Report (SAR)

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



Executive Summary

Thesis: USSOCOM needs to change its mx of vertical lift
aircraft supporting its mssion. It should acquire sufficient
Arny helicopters to acconplish the helicopter m ssion, acquire
the W—=22 to fulfill the long range vertical |ift requirenent,
and, as these aircraft becone operational, retire the aging MH—
53Js of the Air Force and give themto the Marine Corps. The
Marines can then equip their newer H53 with the avionics,

navi gational, and electronic warfare equi pnent fromthe retired
Air Force aircraft. USSOCOM shoul d al so assune responsibility
for Conbat Search and Rescue, assune command of the Air Rescue
Servi ce, and beconme the joint unified conmand for both specia
operations and rescue.

Di scussion: The attenpts over the last few years to get all of
the helicopters supporting special operations into a single
service seened to conme to pass with the formati on of USSOCOM
However, the differences between services, regulations, training,
and doctrine have continued. The Marines have supported possible
requi renents to perform special operations—ike mssions with its
own resources, including its own versions of the H53. Attenpts
to transfer the Air Force H53 to the Arny have proven nore
expensi ve than the status—gquo. Current procurenent and nodifica-
tion programs to build advanced avionics Arny helicopters and the
SOF variant W—22 will nake possible the retirenent of the Air
Force H-53s. They can be given to the Marine Carps so the

Marines can install the advanced navigation, terrain follow ng,
sel f —def ense equi pnent, and ni ght vision gear of these aircraft
onto their newer versions of the sanme aircraft. Additionally,

the joint command has al so had to perform conbat search and
rescue (CSAR) during wartinme, since it has the best aircraft for
the job. Current proposals to create a joint conmand to oversee
CSAR ignore the already existing joint command whi ch al ready owns
many of the aircraft which would be used for this mssion. Wth
Arny MH60s and MH47s, USSOCCOM can add Air Force HH-60s, M/-22s,
and HC- 130 tankers to provide the proper mx of aircraft to
perform both of these closely related vertical lift m ssions.

Summary: A conprehensive approach to building the vertical Iift
forces assigned to USSOCOM can achi eve efficient and joint
command and control along with nodernization. The Marine Corps
can gain fromthe retirement of the Air Force MH53s fromthe
speci al operations comand, significantly enhancing the capabili-
ties of the expeditionary units at small relative cost. The
timng of the new aircraft becom ng operational and the projected
retirement of the MH-53 provide us with the opportunity to do
some good for the Arny, Air Force, and Marines while al so provid-
ing for career protection and safe transitions of the aircraft.
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A PROPCSAL FOR RESTRUCTURI NG
SPECI AL OPERATI ONS VERTI CAL LI FT FORCES

| NTRODUCTI ON

The force structure of airlift which supports special opera-
tions forces for the United States represents a hodge—podge of
aircraft fromthe different services. The procurenent of these
aircraft hasn't produced the best and nost efficient m x and
nunbers of aircraft to support special operations' needs. Each
service which currently provides helicopters for special opera-
tions mssions procured its machines using its own doctrine and
procedures, and many of the aircraft were originally bought for
ot her m ssions and converted to special operations use |later.
The result today is a mx of aircraft in the Arnmy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps which are continually nodified to allowthemto
fulfill the evolving requirenents of their mssions. As we build
nodern aircraft and prepare for the possible mssions of specia
operations forces in the future, we have the opportunity to re-
structure our force and service mx of aircraft for better effi-
ciency and orderly divisions of m ssion areas between servi ces.

The Defense Reorgani zation Act of 1986, with the Cohen—Nunn
Amendnent, created US Special Operations Command, a functional,
uni fied command with the responsibility of replacing the past
chaos with order. The new comand has the opportunity to repl ace
parochi al notivations with a true joint vision, allowng for an
orderly transition into new machinery while also giving the

peopl e who performthe mssion greater stability in their lives,



m ssion areas, and service affiliations. USSOCOMis also in a
position to provide sone additional capability to the Marine
Corps and its devel opi ng speci al operations capabilities.

Aircraft procurenment and nodifications expected or planned
during the next ten years will provide the V-22 to fill a gap in
current capability and will build enough properly equi pped
helicopters in the VH47E and MH-60K for the Arny to support the
helilift needs of USSOCOM forces. The Marine Corps will eventu-
ally, not later than 2010, becone the only service operating the
H-53 in any of its variants, and with smart progranmm ng and
vision, it could gain possession of the special equipnent now
installed on the Air Force nodels of that aircraft. Additional-
Iy, anticipatory personnel action can ensure each of the three
services assign and train people in advance to nan their new
aircraft, effecting snooth transitions into the new aircraft,
nodi fi ed equi pnent, and added capabilities.

The proposal s presented here are conprehensive, addressing
several interlocking problens and sone i ssues which haven't
her et of ore been considered as related. The attenpt to include
numerous aircraft, mssions, jointness, and the separation of the
servi ces nmakes the proposals original and the solutions inter—
related. To understand it all you'll have to have at |east a
rudi mentary understandi ng of the history of current force struc-

ture and joint arrangenents.



1. H STORI CAL PERSPECTI VE

A Di verse Helicopters: Assorted Oigins

Each of the unifornmed services devel oped helicopters from
its own conventional perspective using its own doctrine. None of
t hese machines was originally designed for the special operations
m ssion wth [ ong-range (greater than 300 nautical m |l e radius)
flight profiles including penetrations of eneny defenses. The
Arny and Marine Corps built helicopters to provide ground units a
neans for troop novenent, to facilitate maneuver in the inmediate
battl efield area. The Arny saw helicopters as a way to overcone
obstacles to troop novenent in the jungles of Southeast Asia,
bui l di ng nmedium and | arge helicopters in the fornms of the H-Z,
UH-60, and CH47 to fulfill their needs to nove weapons and
troops.! The Marine Corps built a similar nix of sizes, but
desi gned CH 46 and CH-53 helicopters for shipboard operations to
satisfy their needs for ship-to-shore troop and artillery nove-
ments. Both of these services concentrated on providing aircraft
whi ch could carry specific |oads over relatively short distances.
Early in this process of helicopter evolution, neither worked on
providing their aircraft with capabilities to penetrate eneny air
defenses or the range to go deep behind eneny |ines.

The Air Force built its helicopters for different m ssions
and flight profiles. Its helicopters had to transit eneny air

defenses in order to attenpt rescues of aircrews shot down far

1J. D. Coleman, Pleiku: The Dawn of Helicopter Warfare in
Vietnam St. Martin’s Press, New York, NY 1989, Chapters 1, 2,09.




behi nd eneny lines. Hi storian John GQuilmartin recounts the
transition of Air Force aircraft fromthe H43 through the CH=3
and finally to the HH53C, this final one an air refuel able
version of the Marine Corps CH 53A.2 Air Force doctrine called
for making its fighter aircraft capable of deep penetration to
performits air interdiction mssion, and the helicopter which
m ght be called on to rescue those crews had to be simlarly
equi pped. This requirenment resulted in installation on Air Force
hel i copters of radar warning receivers, doppler navigation sys-
tens, flares for heat seeking m ssile decoys, and al um num chaff
to confuse eneny radar guided weaponry.?

Wth these helicopters, the services exited the Vietnamera
and confronted the | ater stages of the Cold War. Tacti cal
t hi nki ng centered on the European scenario and |arge force
novenents. The Arny began using its CH47 Chinooks to nove
artillery pieces, while Marines used CH 53s to nove troops and
heavy equi pnent ashore, and the Air Force began devel opi ng
[imted night capability with its HH53Hs which were intended for
si ngl e—ship rescue attenpts in nmediumto high threat environ-
ments. Although the H53 originally was designed to haul Marines
and equi pnrent, the HH-53H nodifications nmade the airfranme 1500

pounds heavier, and the later nodifications to MH53J confi gura-

2John G GQuilmartin, "Rescue: Yesterday, Today, and Tonorrow, "
The MAC Flyer, vol. xxii, no. 9, Sept. 1975, p. 4.

SEarl H. Tilford Jr., Search and Rescue in Sout heast Asia.
1961-1975, Washington, D.C., Ofice of Air Force H story, pp. 90-4.




tion nade them heavier still, reducing possible m ssion payl oads.
Fut ure speci al operations requirenents weren't foreseen in these

machi nes.

B. Initial Special Operations Evolution

The nodern devel opnment of international terrorismand the
failed attenpt by the United States mlitary to rescue hostages
inlran in 1980 caused Anerica to examne its mlitary and to
begin rebuil ding special operations capabilities. The Hol | onay
Commi ssion Report to Congress on the attenpted rescue of the
hostages in Iran recomended the formati on of a standing Joint
Task Force (JTF) which could react quickly to future crises of
this nature.?

Recrim nati ons about the failure were easy to cone by; nost
centered on the performance of the helicopters used and the crews
who flew them Janes Kyle, the Air Force conmmander of Desert
One, includes a chapter arguing that Air Force helicopter pilots
shoul d have been used because of Air Force enphasis on | ong—+ange
navi gati on over |and.®> However, the Holloway Conmi ssion consi d-
ered such a criticismbut discounted it, saying that none of the
services were training crews for such a nission;® that was the

probl em The comm ssion' assessnent centered on unit cohesion:

“Admiral J.L. Holloway, et.al., "Holloway Conmm ssion Report:
Speci al Operations Review G oup Rescue M ssion Report," Washi ngton
D.C., August 1990, pp. vi, 37.

°James H Kyle, Col., Ret., The GQuts To Try. Orion Books,
New Yor k, 1990, pp.119-4123.

°Hol | oway, p. 23.



It is believed the preservation of an established squadron's
i nherent unit cohesion could have facilitated training,
enhanced information flow, and increased aircrew know edge,
all of which could lead to a nore integrated unit operation.
...[Such a change] would have enhanced trai ning and nore
likely increased the chance of success.’

And it didn't suddenly get better. The services, while
maki ng sone progress, becanme mred in parochialism Hi storian
Ri chard Davis notes that the Arny and Air Force were devel opi ng
simlar tactics and equi pnment during the early 1980's, both
expecting to performvery simlar mssions for the sane specia
forces units. The first attenpt at ending the conpetition was an
agreenent on long and short range mssions, allowng the Arny to
fly mssions of less than 300 mles and the Air Force to fly
t hose of greater than that distance. This agreenent all owed
each service to use what it had, Air Force air—+efuel able heli-
copters went long while non air—+efuel abl e helicopters went
short distances, but the majority of units they supported wanted
to work with one air support structure. The differences in
regul ations, in aircraft, in crew training doctrine, and in
color of uniformbetween the two services caused confusion and
sonme degree of rivalry.

The Air Force and Arny tried to solve the problemat the

'Hol | oway, p. 37.

8Richard G Davis, The 31 Initiatives: a Study in Air Force—
Arny Cooperation. Ofice of Ar Force H story, Wshington, D.C,
1987, p. 75. Cot. Gary L. Wikel, an Ar Staff Planner in 1983,
informed nme the 300 mle division was a convention agreed on by the
services as they fornmulated the SOF Master Plan, to determi ne the
nunber of helicopters the Arny and Air Force would contribute to
SOF, personal interview, February 1993.




institutional level with a controversial agreenent entitled
“"Initiative 17". As one of 31 initiatives, the Arny and the Ar
Force Chiefs of Staff believed they were maki ng progress toward
i nter—service cooperation and toward followi ng the advice of the
Hol | oway Conmission. This initiative in 1984 agreed that the Arny
woul d performthe entire special operations helicopter m ssion,
transferring the 9 Air Force HH 53H Pavel ow helicopters to the
Arny. The Air Force, under separate agreenment in Initiative 16,
woul d keep the conbat search and rescue, CSAR mi ssion.®

This was the first time anyone proposed transfer of helicop-
ters and crews fromthe Air Force to the Arny. Davis reports
that Congress, distrustful of service commtnent to upgrade
speci al operations capability and spurred on by a group referred
to as the "SOF Mafia", intervened and directed the two services
to continue to operate along the lines of the 300 nautical mle
di vision of |abor. By 1987, the services decided to await the
formation of the newly fornmed United States Special Operations

Command or USSOCOM Davi s expl ai ns:

"G ven this atnosphere of confusion, skepticism and specia
interest, the Air Force, although in favor of inplenenting
the initiative, delayed, if not indefinitely postponed,
action.

That congress didn't agree on the transfer of equipnent and
peopl e shows the lack of trust in the intentions and maturity of

the services on the part of civilians overseeing the effort.

Davis, The 31 Initiatives. p.56.

©pavis, The 31 Initiatives. p.75.
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Congress created USSOCOM in 1987. The separation of respon-
sibility for special operations fromthe services gave the new
command a separate budget so it could fulfill these responsi-
bilities to organize, train, and equip special operations forc-
es.' Still, the division of |abor between Air Force and Army
hel i copters remai ned sonmewhat artificial and the helicopters and
their crews m xed together for many m ssions which required
| arger nunbers of helicopters than either service had avail abl e
for the tasks. Air Force helicopters often participated in short
range m ssion exercises and Arny helicopters went |ong distances
using Forward Arm ng and Refueling Point's (FAARPs). At tines,
even the Air Force aircraft refueled on the ground to enhance
formation integrity during exercises or mssion rehearsals.

The blurring of mssion responsibility remained a problem
when the differing regulations of the two services caused confu-
sion. The two helicopter forces engaged in sonetinmes open
conpetition for the same nmissions, often training with the sane
special forces units for the same m ssions but on different
exerci ses.

By agreenment with USSOCOM the Marines devel oped capabili -
ties to execute m ssions using special operations simlar tactics
wi t hout being seen as in conpetition with the joint command.
Bei ng thus freed from serving outside command, the Marines were

i kewise free to devel op capabilities in these tactics nore

HeSpecial Operations Command: Progress in |nplementing
Legi sl ative Mandates," Ceneral Accounting Ofice, Washi ngton
D.C., 1990, p. 1

11



slowy. Defense Helicopter Magazine details the devel opnent of

the Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) or
MEU( SOC) wherein an integrated force of Marine infantry, Force
Reconnai ssance, and Air Conbat El ements (ACE) gai ned expertise in
tactics to conbat terrorists and unconventional warfare
threats.'? The helicopter conponent of the MEU(SOC) | ooked somne-
what |ike the conposite group of aircraft that USSOCOM was flying
inits exercises. The ACE contains a conposite squadron usually
consisting of 12 CH46, 4 CH53E, 4 AHHW and 4 UHAN aircraft.
Squadron training enphasi zes night vision goggle operations
integrating troop and artillery novenents with gunships to
provi de covering fire when necessary.®® Wile the Marines tried
to mrror the tactics of the special operators, they did not
claimthen and do not today claimto equal the capabilities of
USSOCOM stressing that the MEU(SOC) force trains for SOP m s-
sions only in advance of deploynent and does not continue its
intensive and integrated training after conpleting its cruise.

Mari ne devel opment of the V-22 and continued procurenent of
t he E—pdel H 53s represent significant upgrades of the current
MEU( SOC) capability. The three engine H53s can |ift payl oads of
up to 25,000 pounds greater than the two engi ne nodels, are

typically air refuelable, and will support nunerous m ssion

?Ri ck Mull en, "Special Ops Fromthe Sea," Defense Helicopter,
vol. xii, no. 2, April-May 1993, pp. 7-8.

Bwul 1 en, pp. 8-9.

MLt. Col. Joseph Brytus, personal interview, Feb. 15, 1993.
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profiles. The Marine Corps is not buying sophisticated avionics,
conmuni cations, or aircraft survival equipnment simlar to that
installed on Air Force or programed for Arnmy SOP aircraft.
Thi s deci sion has held down the cost and a forecast of Defense
Mar ket Intelligence Service predicts the Marines will buy enough
of these new helicopters to replace all of its two engine D—
nodel s. The report further predicts that this aircraft could be
t he cheaper repl acenent of the V—=22 should Marine Medium Lift Re-
guirenents be re—witten to fit a helicopter instead of requiring
the flight profile of the V-22.1°

The doctrinal differences of the services made the Arny and
Marines nore oriented to serving ground conmander s--somnet hi ng
essential in special operations, while Air Force helicopters and
their crews benefitted fromAir Force technol ogy and trai ning,
devel opi ng the crews and equi pnment to operate and survive during
| ong—+ange m ssions in hostile territory--an equally inportant
contribution. The Arny and Marines had machines ready to carry
the required load and the Air Force had machi nes capabl e of goi ng
to the required places. Neither service has built aircraft which
could do it all. At least until USSOCOM can conpl etely organize
itself and take charge of future aircraft procurenent actions,
t he hodge- podge of aircraft and services will have to continue

maki ng the best of conbining their capabilities.

15pVvs Market Intelligence Retort: Forecast International,
"Si korski Helicopters, CHWMH-53,” Septenber, 1992, p. 5.
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I11. USSOCCOM MODERN, JO NT ORGANI ZATI ON

United States Special Operations Conmand inherited several
organi zati on and force noderni zation efforts and has been in-
vol ved in making judgenents of them over the past six years.

Wth the mandate to "organi ze, train, and equip," the equival ent
of service responsibilities for all SOF, the newly fornmed conmand
began in 1987 to take charge. The "1990 Report to the Senate
Armed Services Conmittee" by the General Accounting Ofice noted

t he obstacles at the command' s inception:

[ The] United States lacked joint mlitary institutions
capabl e of effectively integrating the forces of different
services in conbined (i.e. joint) operations. O ganization-
al shortfalls that were cited related to (1) service paro-
chialismin operational matters and (2) poorly devel oped
joint doctrine.®

The command nade progress toward organi zing for its m ssion
despite needing two years to place a majority of people on its
staff who had actual experience in its mssion.

The Arny was quick to designate a subordinate US Arny Spe-
cial Operations Command, and the Navy quickly followed suit in
1987.1 The Air Force didn't act so quickly to relinquish com
mand of its aircraft dedicated to special operations. Col.
WIlliam G Boykin points out that Congress mandated the formation
of USSOCOM as an anendnent to the CGol dwat er—Ni chol s Departnent of
Def ense Re-Organi zation Act of 1986 at | east partly in reaction

to Qperation URGENT FURY at Grenada in 1983. The problem-there

16" Speci al Operations Command," GAO, p. 11
™ Speci al Operations Command," GAO, p.19.
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were less aircraft available for SOF in 1983 than in 1980.'®
Col . Janes Roberts who worked in the Air Staff's Special Opera-
tions Ofice during that time states that funds were continually
diverted from SCOP aircraft progranms to conventional airlifters,
like the C&7, by Mlitary Airlift Command | eaving SOF aircraft
as the top unfunded prograns in that command. *°

Still, it took a while for USSOCOMto get its conmponents
under its official comuand. Not until 1990 did Air Force Chief
of Staff, Larry Welch, adnmit the command rel ationship of Air
Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC), still under the MIi -
tary Airlift Command, was "sonmewhat awkward" and AFSOC shoul d be
a conmponent of the joint command. So, in May 1990, AFSOC went
under the sole command of USSOCOM 2° Al t hough the Air Force took
| onger and seened nore reluctant to establish its conmponent of
USSOCCOM it seened this action represented the final realization
of Initiative 17, all parts of the US mlitary's special opera-
tions forces were now under one unified command. Cearly, now
speci al operations people have power to direct and regul ate
forces, and they control the mlitary position over whatever

procurenent noney is avail able toward buyi ng necessary aircraft.

¥Col. Wlliam G Boykin, "Special Operations and LowIntensity
Conflict Legislation: Wiy It Passed and Have the Voids Been
Filled?" US Arny War Col |l ege, Carlisle Barracks, Pa., 12 Apri
1991, p.17.

Maj or John A Hill, “AFSOP: A Uni que Application of
Aer ospace Power, Air University Press, Maxwell AFB Al ., Apri
1993, p. 3.

20411, p. 3.
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I V. CURRENT PROPOSALS TO CHANGE
USSOCOM ORGANI ZATI ONAL STRUCTURE

A. Roles, Mssions, and Service Affiliations

United States Special Operations Command doesn't suffer from
a lack of good advice frommany and varied sources. Near simul-
t aneous proposal s appeared | ast sunmer, one from Senator Sam Nunn
and one fromAi r War Col |l ege on changing the structure of air
support for USSOCOM They conflict with one another, but both
recei ved consideration. Their contrast and their resolution can
illustrate how the young command could arrange its forces and
chain of command in the future.

Senat or Sam Nunn's speech on "Rol es and M ssions of the
Arnmed Forces" of July 1992 suggested the Arnmy and the Air Force
coul d consolidate their helicopters in the Arny and achi eve sone
cost savings and mission efficiencies. This call to review the
force structure and service affiliations resurrected Initiative
17 fromthe dead.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin
Powel |, conducted with the Joint Staff an investigation into the
rol es each service plays in force structure. Required by the
Gol dwat er —Ni chol s I egislation, his report took shape during the
fall of 1992, and in the early drafts of the report conceded the
point to Senator Nunn that helicopters in the Air Force would
transfer to the Arnmy. The Chairman's draft report said it would

direct the 66 special operations helicopters of the Air Force to

16



transfer to the Arny by fiscal year 1995. The report asserted
that the change "will result in significant cost savings and a
more effective and efficient special operations force."? The
draft was sent to affected comands for conment, verification
and recomrendati ons. Sent out on Decenber 18th, responses to the
draft had to be quick--required by the 7th of January. 2

O ficers at USSOCOM engaged in a flurry of activity to
attenpt to verify or refute the "significant cost savings" and
"nore effective and efficient" expectations of the proposed
changes in the Chairman's report. The response, signed by
Ceneral Stiner on the 5th of January, took issue with the idea
that all helicopters supporting SOP had to be in the sanme service
in order to be nost efficient. Indeed, the purpose of the joint
command was to achieve efficiencies by having the services work

together. Stiner's letter states:

The proposal to transfer these [Air Force] helicopters is a
revisitation of Initiative 17, an idea that was overtaken by
t he Cohen-Nunn | egi sl ati on. The establishnent of USSOCOM
consolidated all special operations helicopters under one
command, and that conbatant commander (USCI NCSOC) shoul d be
permtted to organi zed his force according to the exigencies
of COocom 23

The second part of Stiner's argunent agai nst the change

General Colin L. Powell, "Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff Report on the Roles, Mssions, and Functions of the Arned
Forces of the United States" DRAFT ONLY, Washington, D.C., Decenber
1992, pp. 11 —+8—411-29.

22Gen. Cohn L. Powel |, Letter acconpanying Report on Rol es,
M ssions, and Functions, 18 Dec 92.

23General Carl W Stiner, Letter on CJCS Roles and M ssions
Report, 5 Jan 93, p. 2.
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di sputes the cost savings assuned in the Chairman's draft and is
contained in TAB A of his response. It points out that the M+
53J doesn't [in fact, no variant of the H-53] exist in the Arny.
To transfer these aircraft froman Air Force base to an Arny air-
field would cost, not save, noney. The logistics structure to
support the H-53 airfrane exists in the AF, not in the Arny. The
personnel who fly the machi nes would al so have to nove and change
service affiliations. Wthout Arty branch identification or
training, people's careers would suffer and some of the MH53J
crewrenbers would end up out of the mlitary; hence, operationa
capability would also suffer as the aircraft serve little purpose

“ Even if the aircraft remmin at their

wi t hout trained aircrews.?
AF bases and change over to the Arny, no dollar savings could be
realized. The only result would be that the people would have to
buy new uni forns and change their reporting headquarters, if they
all stayed in their new service. The Joint Staff and the Chair-
man either agreed or acquiesced to the reasoning as the entire

section on "Special QOperations Helicopters"” was excised fromthe

5

report in the final version published in February.® Initiative
17 is back in its tonb--at |east tenporarily.

2AStiner, Letter, TAB A pp. 1-4.

*General Cohn L. Powell, "Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff Report on the Roles, Mssions, and Functions of the Arned
Forces of the United States,"” Washington, D.C., February 1993, p.
24.
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B. The Joi nt Special Operations
Ai r Component Commander

A contrasting proposal canme fromthe Air War Col | ege, al so
during the sumer of 1992. It suggested that the air conponent
of USSOCOM t ake conmmand of all air assets-—essentially, the Joint
Force Air Conponent Comrander concept applied to conmand and
control of all special operations aircraft.? The idea gained a
following since it applied joint doctrine to the command as
though it were a war fighting conmand engaged in war fighting, a
popul ar concept at USSOCOM Many in USSOCOM saw this proposal as
the reverse of Initiative 17; it would put all the Arnmy heli -
copters under conmand of the APSOC as the Joint Special Opera-
tions Air Conponent Commander or JSQACC.

USSOCOM had no ent husiasm for this proposal, and it surfaced

only in an internal Air Force newsletter, Inside the Air Force.

Maj or General Eggers, the Deputy CINC of USSOCOM explained the
proposal "is not under active consideration."?” But the newsl et -
ter indicates that sone of the original organizational problens,

pre—SSOCOM still exist:

Confusion arises in part because special operations
‘custonmers' nust turn to the Air Force for some aviation
assets, while for others they nust | ook to the Arny, one
speci al operations source said. 'The way we do it now, you

HiIl, pp. 45-46.

2'Ben lannotta, "Top Special Qps Oficials Bury Internal
Proposal for New 'Aviation Command, "' Inside the Air Force. Vol.
4, No. 5, February 5, 1993, p. 16.
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figure out whether you need Arny or Air Force planes and
t hen hope you call the right headquarters.’?®

Action on the proposal would make a joint headquarters of
AFSCC and include sonme Arny officers in its staff as a single
cl earing-house for air support of SOF missions. To place all air
taski ng under this single manager woul d put USSOCOM on a conti nu-
ous wartinme footing and command structure in regard to its air
assets. "Airnen are responsible for the effective enpl oynent of

aer ospace power,"?°

says Air Force Doctrine and the proposal
attenpts to re-order USSOCCOM wi t h that thought. Army helicop-
ters, although remaining in the Arny, would receive their opera-
tional orders fromwhat is now APSOC, and; conversely, a so? unit
of shooters would receive its air support from AFSCC. Arny

officers' reactions to the suggestion are uniform

: .officials at Ft. Bragg do not |ike the idea of disman-
tling their aviation conmand, sources said.

"A ground commander wants control over his own assets,’
the source said. 'l don't think it would be a very popul ar
idea to take [helicopter) assets away and give themto what
t hey perceive would be an Air Force Command; *°
The dueling proposals will last as long as service priori-

ties remain paranmount in the thinking of sone in the unified
command. The JSQACC concept accepts the conbatant comrand rol e of
USSOCCOM one that does exist in the Cohen—Nunn | egislation but

one which has little chance of use in the future. Mre inportant

8| annotta, p. 16.

2Aj r Force Manual 1—1: Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United

States Air Force, Departnment of the Air Force, Wshington, D.C.,
March 1992, para. 3-1, p. 9.

%0l annotta, p. 16.
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is the issue of mssion capability. The JSOACC proposal falls
because it adds nothing to current capability. Mijor Ceneral
Eggers said as nuch. "W already have control of Arny and Air

Force assets under one command," he said, referring to USSOCOM 3!

C. Shoul d USSOCOM Command and Perf orm Conbat Search and Rescue?

Anot her idea cane to light in the draft of the Chairman's
Rol es, M ssions, and Functions revi ew process when the draft
indicated all Air Force helicopters of the Air Rescue Service
woul d al so transfer to the Arnmy at an unspecified tine in the
future. Reasons cited were the problens inherent in the current
system of each service being responsible for its own CSAR which
has resulted in dissimlar procedures, training, and equi pnent.
Al t hough the Joint Force Commander in any contingency will need
responsi ve forces |inked by good comruni cations, the current
systemis disjointed and all service capabilities should be
consol i dated under a Joint Rescue Center which will also contro
SOCOM assets when necessary. 3 The draft report seenms tentative
here, referencing a Joint Rescue Center which none of the theater
CINCs have in their commands, and to the transfer of helicopters
bet ween services w thout saying when it will happen. The fina
report dropped the idea. This one will al so undoubtedly cone up

agai n. A reasonabl e question conmes up: |If SOCOM assets are

3 annotta, p. 16.
32powel |, Unpublished Draft, p. |11—16-47.
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sonetinmes to be contributed to the effort, why should anot her
joint, unified command be necessary?

The experiences of Operation DESERT STORM cone into play
here. CSAR becane a task for SOCOM forces during the Gulf War
O the three conmbat rescues which took place during the war, two
were perforned inside Iraqgi territory prior to the advent of the
ground canpai gn. Both of these successful rescues, and all other
attenpts which penetrated Iraqi airspace prior to ground forces
nmoving into Irag, were perforned by SOCOM hel i copters under the
command of Special Operations Command—Central (SOCCENT). 33

A proposed sol ution appeared in General Stiner's response to
the Chairman's draft report. He pointed out that only USSOCOM
hel i copters had the penetration and survival capabilities to
handl e t he nost dangerous CSAR tasks. In offering to assune
command of this mssion in the joint arena, he asked for transfer
of the Air Force's Air Rescue Service assets of HH60s and HC—
130s to USSOCOM to consolidate all assets under a joint command
and avoid inter-service transfers of people. The extra aircraft
and crews will make it possible for SOCOMto provide CSAR as a
normal part of its mssion wthout detrinental over—tasking of
ot her SOF assets.3* Stiner's proposal receives support from John
Collins in his independent report to Congress on arned forces

roles and functions. He asserts that USSOCOM can assune respon—

33Benjamin F. Schemmer, "No USAF Conbat Rescue Aircraft in
Qulf: It Took 72 Hours to Launch one Rescue," Arnmed Forces Journal .

July 1991, pp.37-38.

34Stiner, Letter to Gen. Powell, p. 2, para. 6.

22



sibility for the CSAR m ssion, but that SOCOM nust receive
augnentation by nore aircraft.®® If this proposal were adopted,
ei ghty—+ive HH60Gs and forty HC230 tankers fromthe AF s Air
Rescue Service could be assigned to SOCOM

Thi s proposal nmekes sense, consolidating sinmlar assets with
simlar mssions while also providing an existing organi zation.
Each theater CINC has his own special operations conponent;
hence, conmand and control structure already exists and a new
Joint Rescue Center, an added conplication, wouldn't be neces-
sary. Headquarters Air Force, as the only service which has
built a separate command for CSAR, will oppose the idea. The
perception that the Air Conbat Conmand might lose its ability to
base ARS helicopters with its fighter wings for peacetine rescue
coverage, and that it will desire to maintain its responsibility
to rescue its own people in conbat will be the chief problens.
This worry is another view of the trust issue anong the services
and puts the Air Force on the defensive in the same way Arny
commanders react to their helicopters being under a JSOACC. But
it's |l ess persuasive here because CSAR forces nust al so rescue
Navy, Marine, and SOF crews, all of whom nmay be engaged in deep
stri ke m ssions.

The better argunent rests with putting OSAR under USSOCOM

Speci al operations forces do a large portion of the m ssion now,

%John N. Collins, CRS Retort for Congress: Rol es and
Functions of U S. Conbat Forces.: past. Present. and Prospects.
Congr essi onal Research Service, Washington D.C, January 21
1993) pp. 55-57.
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and, with the procurenent of the V-22 as described in the next
section, SOF will continue to be the best equi pped to do the
nmost difficult CSAR missions. In future conflicts, the conponent
commander with the best chance to get the job done right will be
a theater SOC in command of SOCOM aircraft. A single commuander
will then be able to apportion the best aircraft for each job he

m ght need to acconplish.
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V. USSOCOM S VERTI CAL LI FT PLANS TAKE SHAPE

A. Building Helicopters

The new conmand i nherited several procurenent prograns, sone
in progress, some still proposals. Procurenent of new machi nes
was proceeding in both the Air Force and in the Arny. Both
services were building versions of the H60 for special opera-
tions mssions, the primary difference being a refueling probe
for the Air Force nodel. The Air Force began in 1985 its upgrade
of the HH53H to the MH53J sinultaneously expanding its opera-
tional fleet from9 to 41 aircraft equi pped with advanced navi ga-
tion, night vision, and terrain—+ollow ng radar; all of it
conputerized and fully integrated.®¢ But the youngest tail
number of the 41 MH53s in the Air Force was built in 1973,
twenty years ago. The aircraft are programred to continue as
USSOCOM asset s through the year 2005.3" The production of other
hel i copters which could replace these MH53Js shows they w |
probably have to last that | ong.

The Arny, followi ng through with its understandi ng of
Initiative 17 and foll owi ng agreenents, began in 1987 to outfit
its CH47s with refueling probes and nmade plans to nodify up to

51 aircraft with advanced navigation, night vision equipnent, and

36gneci al Forces and M ssions. Tine—tife Books, Al exandria,
Va., 1990, pp. 164—371.

3'UssocoM J-5, Directorate of Plans, chart showi ng projected
service life of SOP aircraft, dated April 1993, obtained by FAX
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an even newer version of terrain—followi ng radar.% At that tine
a shortfall of vertical lift aircraft remained to be solved, *°
and the natural question about duplicate aircraft in different
services didn't conme up. Since all 41 H53s in the Air Force
woul d now be devoted to SOF there are no nore to nodify; al
future procurenent of large helicopters will probably be Arny

aircraft. Arnmed Forces Journal states that when first contract-

ed, the date for delivery of the last of the 51 14H 47Es was to
be Decenber of 1994, 4°

The probl ens associated with procurenent, flight tests, and
crew training of the new aircraft will cause sone delay in the
dates when the two aircraft will be fully m ssion ready. The
first indication of problens canme soon after USSOCOM assuned
responsibility for the prograns fromthe Arnmy. A General Ac-
counting Ofice report, at the request of the Senate Arned
Services Conmttee, detailed the complexity of the prograns and
war ned of problenms endem c in the procurenment process used to
build the two aircraft. The report calls the programa "high
risk acquisition strategy," pointing out that nmany expected addi -

tions to the aircraft are not funded in the program It states:

38" gpeci al Operations Forces: Arny Plans Highly Concurrent
Acqui sition Strategy for Costly Helicopters: Report to the
Honorable WIlliamV. Roth, Jr., U S. Senate," General Accounting
O fice, Washington, D.C., Septenber 1990 pp. 12-13.

%Benjamin F. Schemer, "Four New SOF Aircraft Are Late and Wy
Over Cost, but. . . ," Arned Forces Journal, July, 1991, p. 42.

“OSchenmer, p. 44.
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The Arny's current acquisition strategy for SOP helicopters

i ncreases the risk of having to make expensive retrofits on
production helicopters to correct deficiencies identified in
testing rather than limting the risk to only those systens
produced in a low+rate initial production run. Further, the
Arny plans to field these systens without an inportant self—
def ense capability required for certain mssions.*

The report drew no official response for two years, partly
because the responsibility for the programwas changi ng hands
fromArnmy to USSOCOM and partly because its publication coin-
cided with Operation DESERT SH ELD

The eventual response, signed by the Assistant Secretary of
Def ense for Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict, Janes
Locher, admts that sonme of the costs were not included in the
original estimate, but disputes the GAO assertion that system
costs of the original aircraft should be included in a nodifica-
tion program The aircraft buy has been scal ed back from51 MH—
47s to 26, about half as many Chi nooks as originally proposed,
while still buying 23 MH60Ks. Al 49 aircraft wll be in
production prior to the expected conpletion dates of required
flight testing, but contractual assurances will keep the program
on time and close to the newy estimated cost.** The Army acqui -
sition strategy was as flawed as David Stockman's magi c aster-
i sks, and USSOCOM has had to engineer a way to pay the bill

Just as the Assistant Secretary of Defense understands there

are nore costs involved before these aircraft are fini shed and

A"Army . . . Costly Helicopters,” GAO, p. 1.

“2James R Locher, 111, Letter to Richard Davis, Director of
Arny |ssues, Enclosure: Departnent of Defense Coments, August 20,
1992, pp. 1, 3,6.
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flying wth fully trained crews, it's easy to see that nore tine
than programmed will al so be needed. Software "glitches" have
hanpered and slowed tests of the IBMbuilt Integrated Avionics

Subsystem (1 AS) says a recent Arnmed Forces Journal article. Both

the MH47E and the M4+ 60K will use the I AS which had 1000 soft-
ware trouble reports, or things which have to be fixed with re-
programed, as of January 1992. The nost difficult 325 probl ens
remai n open as of March of 1993, but the Arny officer in charge
of the program assured the Journal all open itens will be closed
by August and operational aircraft wll be delivered by Decenber
1993. % What the article doesn't say is that the terrain-follow
ing radar, to be installed on both helicopters, isn't yet fully
devel oped, tested, or ready for integration in the system
Additionally, the Aircraft Survival Equipnent (ASE) isn't yet
fully funded or ready to install and test on the prototype air-
craft.* Confirmation of this last information comes fromthe
160t h Special Operations Aviation Regiment, specifically Lt. Col.
Del | Dal ey, Commander of the 1st Battalion. He said crew train-
ing is scheduled to begin at the end of April 1994 and will | ast
13—45 nonths. At the end of that tine the crews will not yet be
qualified in air-refueling and the terrai n—ollow ng radar won't

be ready until sonmetinme after the begi nning of 1995, if all of

“3James C. Hyde, "Arnmy Still Westling with Software ditches
in Special Ops Helo Programs,” Arned Forces Journal, April 1993, p.
40.

“Lt. Col. David Pyshora, USSOCOM Office of Acquisitions,
t el ephone interview, Muy 18, 1993.
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the testing and software integration goes through w thout prob-
lens or delay. It will take sone tine for all the crews to get
their training in terrain-followng flying, but he believes the
aircraft will be conplete and manned by trained crews sonetine
in cal endar year 1997.“ Since the 160th SOAR wi |l conduct the
training using its operational crews and will fulfill training
and exercise commtnents concurrent to the training, unforeseen
del ays are reasonable. Lt. Col. Pyshora of the USSOCOM O fi ce of
Acqui sitions estinates that conpleted aircraft and fully trained
crews will cone together for the new Arny helicopters sonetine
in 1998 or 1999.% The Air Force MH53Js will have to last at

| east that |ong.

B. The W-22 GCsprey
As Special Operations Conmmand has proceeded with helicopter

acquisition, it has also pursued forner Air Force procurenment
prograns of new fixed—ai ng aircraft, including the V—=22. If
built, this airplane, which takes-off and lands |Iike a heli -
copter, will have range and survivability simlar to other Ar
Force aircraft intended to execute deep strike mssions. It's
nmost simlar in flight profile to the MC230H, Conbat Talon, a
speci al operations plane intended to infiltrate troops by air
drop techni ques. After USSOCOM t ook over SOF concerns, it ac-

cepted the concept of the SOF variant MW—22 as one of its issues.

“°Lt. Col. Dell Daley, Commander, 1st Battalion, 160th SOAR
tel ephone interview, 21 May 1993.

“®pyshora interview, 18 May 1993.
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CGeneral Stiner, the recently retired US Cl NCSOC, stressed
the niche of mi ssion requirenents the SOF variant W—22 woul d
fill. Whereas the MC—430 could infiltrate SOF teans, the short-
fall is in the need to exfiltrate them especially if in an
energency situation such as when a teamis conpronised or fleeing
eneny pursuit. He told the Senate Arnmed Services Commttee, "I
have a ot of ways to infiltrate at |ong range, ny problemis
exfiltration. | amat the limts of helicopters and | need
something. . .like a Cv-22."% However, he notes that the noney
to build such a machine as the MW-22 is nowhere progranmed in the
USSOCOM budget, and to acquire such an aircraft special opera-
tions will have to depend on one of the services--as in the joint
effort now on—going with the Marines.“

It is indeed true that the inability to exfiltrate SOF teamns
has an effect on the m ssion and operational decision making.
Chief Warrant O ficer Vernon Ward, the Arny's special forces
liaison to Alr Force Special Operations Conmand- - Centr al
(APSOCCENT) during the Gulf War, explained the results of this
deficiency. He explained why no teanms who saw conbat enpl oynment
during Operation DESERT STORM chose to go in using fixed—w ng
aircraft. For such an infiltration, he said, there was "no i n—

extrem s exfil capability.” Unless we could assure the headquar—

“"Transcript, Testinmony to SASC by Gen. Carl W Stiner, March
5,1992. Copy provided by USMC V=22 Acquisition Ofice.

48Carl W Stiner, Letter to the Honorabl e Robert K Dornan
March 25, 1993. Copy provided by the USMC V—=22 Acquisition Ofice.
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ters that we could react immedi ately to a conprom sed infiltra-
tion, the mssion could never win approval .

The current commander of Central Command, General Joseph
Hoar, told the Senate Arned Services Commttee the V—22 as an
aircraft which will fill needs in nobility, SOF, and CSAR

Let ne speak to the V—=22 then in the abstract as an aircraft
that does a lot of things. | think the first thing is the
payl oad, the speed, the self—deployability, which again is
an enornous advantage . . . the special operations capa-
bility. For deep penetration and, just as inportant, ex-
traction, for those gallant young nen that go deep behind
eneny lines, an aircraft of the V=22 type is nost inportant.

.Additionally, for conbat search and rescue, there is no
aircraft capable in the inventory right now that could neet
that requirenent. And | nust tell you that | can't go into
great details, but there are — | wish that today we had a
nore capabl e conbat search and rescue aircraft that could be
used in the event of a crisis.®°

Qobviously a prepared statenent for a set—dp of a question, but
it tells the truth about the needs of the conbat forces.

Two CI NCs and one SF foot sol dier should be enough to
convi nce anyone. In fact, |large bodies of analytical evidence
supporting the need for the MV-22 is available. Commander Dean
Sedi vy provides the nost conprehensive study of these argunents
in his nonograph witten for the Industrial College of the Arned
Services. H s research, entitled "Bureaucracies at War: The V—
22 Csprey Program" restates nost of the argunents in favor of

the Marine Corps' need for the aircraft as a replacenent for its

“9CWB Vernon Ward, personal interview, June 1991.
*0Testi nony before SASC, Gen. Joseph Hoar, March 11, 1992,

Federal News Service Reprints, Washington, D.C, 1992, Copy
provi ded by USMC V=22 Acquisition Ofice.
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medium|lift helicopters. He presents the story of how and why
debat e about the machi ne continued even after then Secretary of
Def ense Di ck Cheney ordered the program cancelled due to his
judgement that it costs too nuch. ®?

Al t hough many people find argunents for building the air-
craft for the Marines or for SCF persuasive, it was Cheney
hi nsel f who expressed an argunent in favor of the aircraft for
speci al operations uses. Wen briefed on SOF helicopters in the
@ul f War, he asked what could be done to make helicopters faster
and increase their range. After hearing that the air—efuel able
helicopter is nowlimted only by crew endurance and goes as fast
as a helicopter can go, he was told that the only known answer to
needs for nore range with vertical lift capability was the new
MV-22. Cheney then said he agreed the Osprey was needed for SOF,
but he felt the Marines didn't need it and he couldn't justify
bui I di ng only 60 airplanes. >

The program renai ns an open issue for the new adm nistra-
tion, the Marine Corps, and USSOCCOMto nmake a deci sion. Since
t he new Secretary of Defense, M. Aspin, strongly supported the

aircraft as a Congressman, ®>® and President Cinton voiced support

1Cmdr. Dean G Sedivy, "Bureaucracies at War: The V—22 GCsprey
Progrant National Defense University, Washington D.C., 1992, pp.
11435, 23-33.

°2Di ck Cheney, at a briefing conducted in the cabin of an MH-53
at Ft. Bragg, North Carolina, July 2, 1990. | was the briefer.

®3Sedi vy, pp. 31-35.
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for the aircraft during the fall canpaign.>® The new aircraft and
its new technology is needed to conplete the mx of aircraft in
speci al operations. Wthout it or an aircraft very nmuch like it,
we will someday have to send soldiers into a battle without a
realistic way of getting themback out. Wth it, we can do the

whol e j ob.

®st even Kosi ak, Analysis of the Fiscal Year 1994 Defense
Budget Request, Washington D.C., Defense Budget Project, April 14,
1993, p. 6.
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Vli. A COWREHENSI VE APPROACH TO USSOCOM S
ORGANI ZATI ON AND VERTI CAL LI FT OPTI ONS

Command and control, existing Arny and Air Force helicop-
ters, joint special operations mssions, the conbat search and
rescue m ssion, new helicopter procurenent, M-22 procurenent,
MEU(SOC) vertical lift support, and aircrew training for al
t hese machines: they're all related and a solution to one either
hel ps sol ve or makes problens for the others. Including the
Marine Corps and its helicopters and proposed V—22 procurement in
consideration of the options not only conplicates the issues but
al so provides nore options for solutions. To expand our view and
to consider yet nore problens, can create nore opportunities in
the search for ideas on how to proceed. The Marine Corps'
infrastructure of support for H-53 variant airfranes expands the
options just enough to have a way to fit all the puzzle pieces
t oget her. Eventually, the Marine Corps and not the Arny is where
the Air Force M+53s shoul d go.

The Arny's procurenent of the MH47E and MH-60K will push
the Air Force out of providing helicopters for special operations
m ssions. USSOCOVs charted expectations of the |loss of the MH—
53Js by 2005 reveals as nmuch. Although USSOCOM m ght expect the
Air Force to continue to use the aircraft in a CSARrole, that's
unlikely since the aircraft is so old, between 33 and 38 years of
service and quite a few battle damage repairs in the fleet of 41
aircraft. These aircraft should be retired, but not to the

boneyard--they should be given to the Marines.
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The avi oni cs, communi cati ons equi pnent, and el ectronic
warfare gear installed on these aircraft can be put to good use
by installing it on the newer H-53Es of the Marine Corps. The
addi tion of d obal Positioning System (GPS) navigation, forward
| ooki ng infra-red, projected noving map di splays, doppler naviga-
tion, ring—taser gyro inertial navigation, nunmerous securable
radios, and a full suite of radar warning and janmm ng equi pnent
will rmake for nore than just a significant upgrade to the
MEU(SOC). Such nodifications will make the Marine's speci al
operations capability nore than just an add—en m ssion to be used
only in desperation, the MEUs will have real adverse weather and
penetration abilities far beyond present equi pnent. The H 53Es
with three engines will also have wei ght carrying capacity well
beyond the present Air Force MH-53J. The Secretary of the Air
Force Acquisition Ofice (SAF/AQ, in consultation with Ar
| ncor por at ed which supervised and contracted the AFs MH-53J
nodi fi cation, provided the cost figures for taking the equi pnent
off the J-nodels and installing it all on the E-nbdels of the
Mari ne Cor ps—$780, 000 for each aircraft.> That's not a bid on
the work, just a cost estimate. The Marines could have 41
Pavel ow style, three engine H53s for roughly a mllion per
aircraft by the tinme of execution of this plan.

Training of Marine crews to operate the systens can actually

sol ve probl ens, not make them The Air Force will need to

®Col onel Steven Connelly, "Menp to Col. Childress," 5 March
1992. Copy provided nme by Col. Connelly, who was the test pil ot
on the original devel opnent of the MH-53H and MH+53J for the AF.
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provi de sonme helicopter pilots beginning in 1998 to begin flying
the V—22.% W can replace themwith Marines on assignnents to
AFSCC. Three or four pilots a year on exchange or | oan assi gnnent
to the Air Force will train the initial cadre for assum ng
possession of the Air Force H53s and all the avionics gear which
takes a good deal of training to learn. By the tinme the first
two groups of pilots finish their exchange assignnents, the
Marines can take the H-53s fromthe training school and set up
their ow in the new equi pnent-—approximately in the year 2002.
The Air Force, in its agreenment to the original Initiative
17 and its relative acquiescence to the draft of the Chairman's
Rol es and M ssions Report, has nmade clear its willingness to shed
itself of helicopters. It's unlikely there will be further
procurenent of rotory wing aircraft by that service. The Air
Force, the nost capabl e service of perform ng deep penetration
mssions with its jet aircraft and m ssiles, should supervise and
provi de doctrine for special operations and rescue aircraft which
al so have the greatest range and penetration capabilities. The
MW—22 for special operations should be manned by Air Force people
under USSOCOM supervision. Presently, the earliest date of 10OC
or Initial Operational Capability, for the M-22 in the Air Force
is in the year 1999.° Even if the Joint Requirements Oversight

Council (JROC) chaired by Admral Jerem ah validates the require—

*®Lt. Col. Thomas Swertfager, Air Force Acquisition Oficer,
V—=22, personal interview, March 25, 1993.

®'Maj or Robin Schrmaltz, AFSOC Acquisitions Oficer, V-22,
personal interview, My 17, 1993.
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ment for the V-22 in June of 1993, it is realistic to assune the
testing, nodification, and production of the MW-22 will experi-
ence sone del ays. Worry expressed by the Congress about an
aircraft which SOCOM estimates will each cost between $49 mllion
and $89 million, depending on how nmany are produced, ®® will
likely slow procurenment to spend less dollars a year. The nost
probabl e date of 10C is 2002, three years prior to the expected
retirement of the Air Force H 53 from SOCOM support. In that
year, we should close the AF H-53 transition school which uses 5
of the aircraft, give those aircraft to the Marines, and all ow
the Marines to continue the school for their pilots. Two of the
aircraft can be first to provide its special equipnment for the
newer MH-53E. The Marine Corps can then rotate the aircraft

t hrough the nodification while continuing the pilot and crew
trai ni ng.

Afterwards, as MW—22 Air Force crews train and achieve
operational status in the Gsprey, nore of the MH53J squadrons
can transition out of their helicopter and turn themover to the
Marines, along with the avionics equi prment. This all happens
after 1997, because that is the year the Arny helicopter procure-
ment programis conplete and the SOCOM m ssion is pretty nmuch on
track for the eventual loss of the Air Force H-53s, and after the
Marine Corps has conpleted its procurenent and transition into
the three engine helicopter. The aircraft transitions, w th good

pl anning and joint attention, will actually support each other

*8pyshor a.
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during these years. Wth the new Arny helicopters in place,
Marine pilots receive training and di spl ace sone Air Force H-53
pilots, and the Air Force pilots begin their shift into a fixed
wi ng aircraft which can augnment both the special operations and
t he conbat search and rescue m ssion.

Then, we're back to a major reason why CSAR is best pl aced
under SOCOM The equi pnment required for special operations is
al so the best you can find for CSAR As General Hoar's testinony
poi nted out, the long range exfiltration m ssion and CSAR need
the sane aircraft. One command, with the best equi pnent avail -
abl e, should have responsibility for the two m ssions, apportion-
ing air assets to support both mssions, and find a way to
acconplish both mssions with the proper mx of fixed wi ng and
rotory wing aircraft. The experience of DESERT STORM showed we
can nmanage to use the sanme assets for both m ssions. Wether
nore V-22s will be needed to performboth m ssions is sonething
we can find out in tinme. After using the new aircraft we can
al so nake better judgenents about buying nore helicopters and
what type of helicopter we'll need. Since SOCOMruns its own
budget and under this proposal will be tasked to perform both
related mssions, it will also be the best organization to recom
mend procurenment actions to the Congress and provide for flexi-
bility during its inplenentation.

Consol i dation of missions and aircraft to performthemis
the course the services originally sought to followwth Initia-

tive 17. Congress mandated such consolidation through jointness
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when it created the United States Special Operations Command. Now
the services are mature enough to act jointly, and the
procurenent actions now under way are tined to allow themto
cooperate in a meani ngful way to enhance significantly specia
operations, CSAR, and Marine capabilities. Managenent of this
program can proceed under the direction of the USSOCOM J5 which
has officers fromall services involved already in place. There
will be conmplications in inplenmenting such a plan, but they wll
be nmuch sinpler to deal with than procurenment of CSAR assets by
all the services and creation of a new joint conmand to run that
smal | and peripheral m ssion. The Marines will not be able to

i nprove their helicopter fleet beyond sonme bits and grabs w thout
feeding off an Air Force programnow installed on an aging fl eet
soon to be made obsol ete by Arny replacenents. This plan repre-
sents a conprehensive, innovative way to affect m ssion capabili-

ty of all services in a joint and neaningful way. Let's do it.
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